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Introduction 



Lresp(ji:4se 



This response is submitted in 
2005. Applicants have canceled claims 1 
re-presenting the subject matter of these 
9-12. Accordingly, claims 6-17 and 25 are 
introduced in any of the amendments. 

The following claims have been rej 
(as the rejections of canceled claims are 
discussed unless necessary to understand 

• Claims 14-16, and 25 stand reject^ 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No, i 
Tobias p atent"), combined with U.i 
2001/0043678 to Tverskoy et al 
further view of U.S. Patent No. 6, 
patenf*). 

• Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 ij 
Tobias patent combined with the 
Tverskoy apphcation. 

• Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 I|, 
Tobias patent combined with U. S 
(hereinafter **the Dorfinan patent'^] 
4,757,525 to Matthews et al. (here] 

• Claims 9-13 stand rejected imder 
the Tobias patent in view of U.S. F 
"the Wolf patent"^. i 

•i 

• Claim 1 7 stands rejected under 35 :: 
the Tobias patent combined with 
6,108,688 to Nielsen (hereinafter 
Muller patent. 



to the Office Action dated June 16, 
1 18-24 arid 26-35 (without prejudice to 
cl^s at a later time) and amended claims 7, 
bow pending. No new matter has been 
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sj^ctied by the Examiner in the Office Action 
nc^ moot, canceled claims will not be 
rejection of pending claims): 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
,732,151 to Tobias et al, (hereinafter * the 
, Patent Application Publication No. 
(iiisr^inafter "the Tverskoy application"), in 
,5 J5,341 to Muller (hereinafter "the Muller 

i 

I 

S.Cj. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
ISffjiUer patent in further view of the 



S.^, 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
atent No. 6,563,912 to Dorfinan et al. 
in further view of U.S. Patent No. 

:er *'the Matthews patent"). 
LJ.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
ent No. 5,737,393 to Wolf (hereinafter 



35 



Jl.S;C. 102(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tverskoy application and U.S. Patent No. 



le ^ ^Tielsen patent'*) in further view of the 
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Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U 
Tobias patent combined with the ^ 
further view of U.S. Patent No, to Ooldberg et al (hereinafter "the 

Goldberg p atent"). 



Applicants respectfully traverse th|de injections, in view of the above 

|I . ' 

amendments and following remarks. It is | ^ 
pending claims are patentable over the cit^p references. 



Iteplbtfiilly submitted that all of the 



II. 



Claims 14-16 and 25 are Patent 



voice message. 



at^t as the primary reference, the 
s -jiot indicate the claimed receiving, 



In rejecting claim 14 relying on the Tobi; 
Examiner admits that "the Tobias patent 
accessing and controlling methods." (O 
admitted deficiencies of the description o| 

the Examiner asserts that "Tverskoy showi^fth^ijreceiving method (paragraph 0033).' 

^jel with this assertion, as the cited 

■sending "commands" by email 



(Office Action, p. 6.) Applicants must dii 
portion of the Tverskov application mere] 
to an answering machine. In fact, the Tv< 
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p.C]in03(a) as being unpatentable over the 
(rfitftbi patent and the Matthews patent, in 



i 11;; . '■ 

111 ^' ■ 

Claim 14 recites a method that inc||^de4!i 

receiving an E-mail ilesilage indicating that a voice message 
retrieved from said voice rii s^sia(^^ system and forwarded to a service 
subscriber was reviewed; I i; I j 

in response to recei tngj^aid E-mail message, accessing said 
voice message system; and, . 

controlling said voi||t ral^ssage; system to delete said retrieved 



■pi 



f^Je Afetion, p. 6,) To overcome these 

.ei=j|obia& patent with respect to claim 14, 



^|k||;ippife 



ipplication does not teach or suggest 



"receiving an E-mail message indicating Q|L^t a(:}Voice message retrieved fix)m said 

^ As Applicants' remarks with respect to the Exan| ijler"^6!rejecti6ns are sufficient to overcome these 
rejections, Applicants' silence as to assertions by \ ife H^Jfjtoiiner in the Office Action or certain 
requirements that maybe applicable to such reject Mislf^.g., whether a reference constitutes prior art, 
motivation to combine references) is not a concesS ^n j>S Apphcants that such assertions are accurate 
or such requirements have been met, and Applical|{^. reserve th^ right to analyze and dispute such in 
the future. , , 

U ;:::!■• 
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voice message system and forwarded to a 
the element recited in claim 14. 

The Examiner fiirther admits that 
does not show the claimed accessing and c 
To overcome these admitted deficiencies 
^plication, the Examiner asserts that 
(Office Action, p. 7.) Applicants must 
patent (as was also the case for the Tvers! 



Miji I 



e-mail that indicates that a voice mail mesj 
message in response to such email messa; 

The absence of at least the elemenl 
claim 14 is patentable over the Tobias pat^ 
Muller patent (either alone or in combinal 
request that the rejection of claim 14 be w 
from claim 14, and therefore include all o 
are patentable over the cited references foi 
therefore Applicants respectfiilly request 
clwns IS and 16 as well. 

Claim 25 recites a device that incl 
method steps recited in claim 14. As not 
references do not teach or suggest all oft 
believe claim 25 to be patentable over thei 
reasons as claim 14, and therefore respeci 
the rejection of claim 25, 



rw 



^ As Applicants' remarks with respect to the base i| | 
Examiner's rejections of all claims dependent th 
assertions with respect to dependent claims is not |l|oMj 
assertions as to these claims, tind Applicants reser||pthe 
the future. 
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e subscriber was reviewed," which is 



mbination of Tobias and Tverskoy 
[ling inethods." (Office Action, p. 7.) 
bd) |i the Tobias patent and the Tverskoy 
] |Veals these limitations (coliram 6)." 
|@-ee With this assertion, as the Midler 
Lcation) offers no description of an 
ijytis received, or deleting a voice mail 
!(*dcited in claim 14. 
[of Sliim 14 noted above indicates that 
tji^e Tverskov application and/or the 
tlierefore. Applicants respectfully 
.d|rk\vn. As claims 15 and 16 depend 

l aiiitations of claim 14, these claims 
it ((!^it th4 same reasons as claim 14, ^ and 
ije^Examiner wididraw the rejections of 



^oufi means for performing the 
t for claim 14, since the cited 

elements of claim 25, Applicants 
r0fer^ces for at least the same 

i i ' 

itiquedts that the Examiner vwthdraw 



ent claims are sufiBcient to overcome the 
applicants' silence as to the Examiner's 
:^ion by Applicants to the Examiner's 
ti^t to. analyze and dispute such assertions in 



m 
2j 



5: 



o 
o 
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message system (Mullen Abstract). Genei { Illy 



jsyst^m; 

ephone network, a voice message 
le representing said message; 



III. Claim 6 is Patentable 



ii 

■ •I 

Claim 6 recites a method that incluc |s 

accessing a voice mc 
retrieving, over a pa jlid tj 
from the voice message syst ij t 

generating a digital £ j|di<^^V-- -rr « 

storing the retrieved jjo: (|pies^age in a memory device from 
which the service subscribe! jpar l retrieve messages by telephone; 

sending, using at lea il c ii|[hiternet Protocol (IP) packet, the 
digital audio file representir is^P^^eslsage to a service subscriber; 
receiving a reply to j j|ic i |fe^din|g the digital audio file; 
deleting the retrievecjb (|4age from said voice message system 
in response to receiving saic ijrep Ik an4 

in response to receiv i§; l^d reply, deleting the retrieved 
message from the memory <||vf|||{ 

i i 

In rejecting claim 6, the Examiner |Hiijil|ithat| 'Tobias fails to show: storing 
the retrieved voice message in a memory d jidcl ^omi which the service subscriber 
can retrieve messages by telephone; deletii Ml | iretrifcved message fix>m said voice 
message system; and deleting the retrieved li(?ij^ge from the memory device/' 
(Office Action, p. 9.) To overcome these a |ir i|||d de ficiencies of the Tobias patent 
with respect to claim 6, the Examiner reliei |u]>ijii] the jMuUer patent, asserting that **the 
MuUer patent discloses these Umitations (s 3, 6, and 8)/' Applicants 

disagree that the MuUer patent fills in the J p [Tobias patent. The MuUer 

patent utilizes a Remote Answering Devic< jkc aSfement a network-based voice 



not store any voice message m a memory 



voice message. For example, on col, 4, hnis '[The user can press a simple 

|r m lembte Answering Device 1 will 
►ox ji 2 an(i start playing the messages." 
itil .ome will not erase any messages, 



*play' button 23 to play back the messages | 
automatically call up the user's voice mail 
Also, at coL 6, lines 26-28: "A power outa 
because the messages are stored at the Net 
There is a brief reference at col. 6, 
messages could be stored in both places to 



_ i. 
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I 



Jtiie Remote Answering Device does 



to say nothing of storing a retrieved 



om| Jaseid Voice Mail System 6." 
{tn^ilJS-SQ that states: "Alternatively, the 



tji: 5 re4undancy (or backup) for very 
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important messages," However, this does 
Muller patent which does, store a retrieved 



indication in the Muller patent that a voice 
Device can by retrieved by telephone, whic 
is no description or suggestion in the Mulk 



f ibr is there any other reference in the 
message. Further, there is no 
ge stored in the Remote Answering 
f^ciic^ in claim 6, Still further, there 
p|4l|fcjit to delete the message (even 



1? 



though* the message is not **retrieved" in th^ 
Remote Answering Device, 

Furthermore, the Examiner admits 
doesn't teach receiving a reply to said sendjllig; 
deleting limitations occtir in response to ro n'r^ 
To overcome the admitted deficiencies of t||e 
the Muller patent with respect to claim 6, 
application, asserting that "Tverskoy descr 
noted above for claim 14, the Tverskoy a] 
receipt of a "reply" E-mail; it simply refers 
mail. 

As the cited references, either alondlbi 
all of the elements of claim 6, Applicants lj|iip 
cited references. Accordingly, Applicants M^st 
withdraw the rejection of claim 6. 

IV. Claim 7 is Patentable 

Claim 7 recites a method that inclulfes 



accessing a voice m 
retrieving, over a pi 

from the voice message sys 
generating a digital 
sending, using |at les 

digital audio file represeni 
receiving an E-mail 

an audio file; and 

initiating a telephont 
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1] patent as it is in claim 6) from the 




! 
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lat th^ "combination of Tobias and Muller 
t| J dig ital audio file wherein the 

; the reply." (Office Action, p. 9.) 
Ms crip^ions of the Tobias patent and 
: min^r relies on the Tverskov 

jiis liiSnitation (paragraph 0033)." As 
ijjpiti on does not disclose or suggest the 
i strufctions" sent to it utilizing E- 



51 combination, do not teach or suggest 
vt claim 6 to be patentable over the 

i ' ' 

I k tfiilljy request that the Examiner 



■Sfilife systlem; 

jfe lephbne network, a voice message 

lie representing said message; 
Int^et Protocol (IP) packet, the 
mejisage to a service subscriber; 
se including a telephone number and 

ck^llxsin^ said telephone nimaber. 
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In rejecting claini 8, the Examiner £ 
teach receiving an E-mail message inoludi 
initiating a communication using the iderii 
overcome the deficiencies of the Tobias pa 
relies on the Dorfman patent, asserting thai 
(see Figure 9)." (Office Action, p, lO.) Aj J)I 
Dorfinan patent describes Figure 9 at coL J 
"When the user chooses to reply to the voit \ 
with the option of replying via email or rep 
chooses the **telephone" option, the user's 
server. If the user chooses to reply by E-ir 
is forwarded to the voice server. The Do: 




situation wherein both a telephone numbisr 
as recited in claim 7. Further, the telepho: 
patent is the subscriber's number, whereas 
of the attached voice message, further teac IM: 

The Examiner goes on to state: "W h 
combination of Tobias and Dorfinan does 
telephone nimiber and the communication 
Matthews teaches these limitations (spe co 
to combine the Matthews patent with!ttie 
system that would allow a recipient of a vc 
device with an included voice message an( ftejl 
patent doesn't address these issues. It des< ibj^! 
aUo ws a user to control a voice mail systei 
the Matthews patent, the system ahreadV ki )\^. 
recipients, and therefore doesn't receive E- p.Jtj 
event, the Matthews patent does not te^h 
including a telephone number and an:audi<{|fi 



i 



that 
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the Tobias patent "does not 
a^entifier and an audio file; and 
(Oflice Action, p. 10.) To 
;th riispect to claim 7, the Examiner 
ji- mar clearly shows these features 
l^ts disagree with this assertion. The 
11 L This section explains that: 
i mebsage, the user will be presented 
j >ver! the telephone," If the user 
)ne number is s^^)plied to the voice 
} us^r records a voice message which 
item: does not, however, describe the 
voide message are sent via E-mail, 
er deferred to in the Dorfinan 
it is the number of the recipient 



lm7 

ayifi*om the limitations of claim 7. 
her respect to claim 7, the 
)hci ly teach the identifier is a 
ephonecall. On the other hand, 
: \6), First, there would be no reason 
fere ices for purposes of designing a 
lil n: essage to send an E-mail to a 
ion€ number, as the Matthews 
i voi ce response system which 
d cut voice messages. Further, in 
e p lone number of the message 
witl : such numbers attached. In any 
;est ^Veceiving an E-mail message 



I 
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As the cited references, either alone 
all of the elements of claim 7, AppUcanJs b 
cited references. Accordingly, Applicajits 
withdraw the rejection of claim 7. 

V. Claims 9-13 are Patentable 



Claim 9 recites a method that iucluc |s j 
accessing a first yoi< 
retrieving, ovet ^ pu 

from the first voice m^sage 
generating a digital 
sending, using: at le; 

digital audio file reprd^^tir 
storing a first prpmp 
determining from s 

message should be lo^ed o 
determining fi-onfi s 

message should be loa<led 

In rejecting claim 9, the Exanfiiner 
claimed storing and determining methods.' | (i 
further relies on the Wolf patent asseirtmg 
Abstract)," Apphcants must respectfjally 
deficiencies of the Tobias patent witbirjespi 
an interactive voice response system ioripi 
a compatible programmed voice mess^e 
as recited in claim 9 allows a user to |ipiad 
message systems. Therefore, not only doe 
of claim 9 of loading a prompt message on 
would be no reason to consider doing; s|p, a 
device and the voice messaging systeirj to 
with each other. ; ! J 

As the cited references, either! aloni 
all of the elements of claim 9, Applicjaits 
cited references. Accordingly, Appl|bints 



:ombination, do not teach or suggest 
claiiln 7 to be patentable over the 
#fe|ttfuliy request that the Examiner 



.1.1 
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system; 

Lone network, a voice message 

r presenting said message; 
Intel net Protocol (IP) packet, the 
message to a service subscriber; 

in^ut when the first prompt 
d fiist voice message system; and 
icriber input when tihe first prompt 
s ecoijid voice message system. 

Tobias fails to disclose the 
^Lction, p. 1 1.) The Examiner 
[Wolf discloses these procedures (see 
thslt the Wolf patent overcomes the 
9. The ;^olfpatent relates to 
>ces$ that is designed to operate with 
Conversely, the present invention 
it mjessage onto multiple voice 
blf patent not disclose the limitation 
jle \oice message systems, but there 
[olf system requires the remote 
ed to operate in conjunction 

con: bination, do not teach or suggest 
claim 9 to be patentable over the 
tfiilly request that the Examiner 
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withdraw the rejection of claim 9» Since c 
therefore include all of the limitations: c|f clffi 
cited references for at least the same rieJisorS 
respectfully request that the Examiner ynt\ 
well 

VI. Claim 17 is Patentable 

Claim 17 recites a method that incline 

receiving an E-lr .ail 
retrieved from said voiC!? mflpfe; 
subscriber was reviewed ; 

operating a sub's(jribi 
generate said E-mail me^sa^^'^ 
system accesses an E-rii kil 1 1 
message as an attached Hud 

in response to ije ;eivj||j 
message, accessing saiid voi 
call to said voice mess£^|^e s 

sending a conttq I si 
telephone network cauisihg 
from said voice messa^d syil 



The discussion above with res|p 5ct 
Examiner*s comments concerning thetpp: 
Tverskov application to similar elements o 
admits that neither the Tobias patent ir it 
"operating" limitation recited by claini ;! 7, 
'the Nielsen patent reveals this limitajtion ( pi 
Applicants must respectfully disagreej. 
warning the sender of E-mail messagi^ ; 
E-mail response to a sent E-mail, the byste^; 
sender of the original E-mail if a resp|b:|ise 
Nielsen patent that discloses or suggejiis aiB^i 



j 
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outer 



10-13 depend from claim 9, and 

i: 

;.thes|e claims are patentable over the 
9, and therefore Applicants 
rejections of claims 10-13 as 
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iijdicating that a voice message 
and forwarded to a service 



system to automatically 
1 iser of the subscriber computer 
which includes said retrieved 

. automatically generated E-mail 
! system by placing a telephone 
a telephone network; and 
voice message system over said 
ev|ed voice message to be deleted 



applies as well to the 
the Tobias patent and the 
In addition, the Examiner 
i application teach the 
Action, p. 12-13), but asserts that 
iumti 1)." (Office Action, p, 13.) 
ijatent discloses a system for 
are not received. If there is an 
J recAgnize this fact, and notify the 
ved. There is nothing in the 
generating any E-mail 



isko 



}^sag^ 



recej 



fcally 
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messages, much less generating such ^' E-: i| 
retrieved message as an attached audi(|>;:file. 

The Examiner further admits tliii 
indicate the claimed accessing and caijifiing 
limitations (see column 6)." (Office ^(itioi ; 
that the Muller patent remedies this deficit, 
respect to claim 14< 

As the cited references, either Slone 
all of the elements of claim 17, Applieijnts 
cited references. Accordingly, Applipi [its 
withdraw the rejection of claim 17, 



VU. Claim 8 is Patentable 



Claim 8 recites a method that ijaclm 

accessing a vpi || m< ^\ 
retrieving, ov^iipu| 

from the voice messag^lpys 
generating a 
sending, using ^ 

digital audio file repr^^lntiijij 
receiving an E-!il|ail 

an audio file; 

initiating a tel 



momtonng to 
silence; and ; i 

upon detecting lalid 



The Examiner states on p. 14;<| 
combination of Tobias, Dorfinan an<^ \ 
retrieving, generating, sending and im|iSatii i\ 
of claim 7." Applicants refer the Ex$itioe 



"Mr! 



7 as to the deficiencies of these referis 

The Examiner admits that * 
teach the claimed monitoring and pl4>|iig 



en the received E-mail includes a 

Tol ias, Tverskoy nor Nielsen 
Nevertheless, Muller reveals these 
Applicants respectfully disagree 
saiie reasons as articulated with 

jjiom Dination, do not teach or suggest 
cljjim 1 7 to be patentable over the 
fullV request that the Examiner 



iile 



\\ isinj; 
i<bh 
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►ne network, a voice message 



r presenting said message; 
lea||t{||^^tepiet Protocol (IP) packet, the 
;e to a service subscriber; 
iricluding a telephone number and 



said telephone number, 
gnal followed by a period of 



bf s^ence, playing the audio file. 

Adtion: "Regarding claim 8, the 
sachles the claimed accessing, 
iedul'es as explained in the rejection 
discussion above conceming claim 
i ^pebt to claim 7. 

drfinfen-Matthews grouping fails to 
(Office Action, p. 14,) To 
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overcome these admitted deficiencies,' Ihe ] h i 
this limitation (see column 6)." (OfS^ljAc m 
discloses a system and method for de!l^ ^jerii j 
intended recipients. There is no teacMi|g o ^] 
message systems, to say nothing of thj 
Applicants' unique methods and sys^e|i|; s. ■ 3ii 
combine the Goldberg patent with anj^ti >f tl | 
The Tobias patent discloses a device M ' fo: ^] 
There would be no need to consider dlfi mi tiii 
followed by a period of silence, as thiw voi | 
system. Similarly^ the Dorfinan pateiit jis< '^i 



voice messages via E-mail to its subso 



consider a limitation of waiting for a|i i eec 
this would have no meaning or use ii^jl 1 le I 

patent discloses a voice message systi^ 1 1 w icl 

■1! ^ • M 

manipulate various voice message tim \ ior M 
mails, or of initiatmg calls based on:ii^ i ^ ^ S 
consider the use of speech followed1i5|isil# 
would be made, 

As the cited references, either |flondj 
teach or suggest all of the elements b|f ; lair | 
patentable over the cited references, jis ; xol 
that the Examiner withdraw the rejepltii : n o : 



V. 



Conclnsion 



tj^ ■ >ec' 



Reconsidk i atic s j 



Li view of the foregoing. Applicant ij^ 
in condition for allowance, 
requested. If there are any outstandiaj 
application in condition for allowancl^ 
undersigned representative by phonej b 



bei : 



I'll 
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er ajsserts that "Goldberg discloses 
14,) The Goldberg patent 
|(|mat5d pre-recorded messages to 
stion of the utilization of voice 
itajions discussed above regarding 
there would be no reason to 
erences cited against claim 8. 
g voice mail messages via E-mail. 
|(|f wilting for a speech signal 

meaning or use in the Tobias 
ce mail system which sends 
jtherfefore would have no need to 
U followed by a period of silence, as 
li&i s^^stem. Finally, the Matthews 
es voice commands from users to 
iThere is no teaching of receiving E- 
1^ so there would be no reason to 
Ltilize such calls, as no such calls 

proper combination, do not 
4ants believe claim 8 to be 
Applicants respectfully request 



j ubmits that the pending claims are 
ivance are respectfully 
need to be resolved to place the 
is invited to contact Applicant's 
indicated below to discuss such 
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issues. To the extent necessary, a 
1.136 is hereby made, the fee for wHL(| 
07-2347. With respect to this apphcs i: 
credit any overpayment to that accotiiji 



ei||t|nsi<bn of time under 37 C.F»R, § 

to deposit account number 
;e any other necessary fees and 



September 16. 2005 



Verizon Corporate Services Group ! 
600 Hidden Ridge Drive 
MaU Code: HQE03H14 
Irving, Texas 75038 
(972)718-4800 




^-^ USPATENT-AMEND 



]021 



I hereby certify that this papj^ 
facsimile transmitted to the United 
Mail Stop Amendment, ConMnissiojj(d 
223 13-1450 on the date shown belbvi^ 



papei:{s)) is being 
Trademark Office, addressed to 
O, Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 



PACE 21/21 • RCVD AT 8/16/2005 4:21 :32 PM [Eastern Daylight TUneJ • SVR:USPT0:EFXRF^/26 • DNIS:2738300 • CSID: 9727 183946 • DURATION (mm-ss):09-20 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



